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that such communications or information relates to complaint.
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ary acts for which defendants were entitled to governmental immunity pursuant
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ments were rendered and that he was prevented by mistake, accident or other
reasonable cause from presenting defense; whether trial court could have found
that defendant did not have reasonable cause to fail to file appearances prior to
defaults; reviewability of claim that good defense existed at time that judgments
were rendered; whether party seeking to open default judgment must show, pursu-



Page 52A August 8, 2017CONNECTICUT LAW JOURNAL

ant to § 52-212 (a), both that good defense existed and that party was prevented
by mistake, accident or other reasonable cause from presenting defense.
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